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Section I

ntroduction

As early as 1965 the Glendale Elementary School District #40 became aware

of apparent, deficiencies in reading achievement among educationally disadvantaged

children. In 1972 a supporative reading program was developed and implemented in'

an effort to improve the reading skill's of educationally deprived children within

the district. The results of the first two years of the ESEA Title I reading

program have been reported previously and appear in ERIC (-Research In Education)'

under docurents'#EDOB2150 and #ED101274..

This report represents efforts to report theresylts of the third year of

the supportive reading program as it functioned in the Glendale Elementary School
1

Districtduring the 1974-76 school year.

t
Goals and Objectives

The bSsic purposeof this Title I project was to improve the reading achieve-

ment of educationally disadvantaged students in grades two, three, and four., Im-

provement was also anticipated in such areas as self concept, attitudes toward

reading, and attendance.

In pursuing the above mentjoned.goals the following objectives, were established:

1. By May 30, 1975, eighty perce t of the selected children will make a.nine

month or more gain in oral reading g de placement as measured by pre-post test

results of the Slosson Oral Reading Test.

p By May 30, 1975, eighty percent of the selected children will show at

*

least a moderate,tmprOvement (.9 month gain) in "total reading" as measured by pre-

post test results of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests.



2,

3. By May 30, 19754 the selected students will show an improvement in self

concept as measured by pre-post test results of a self concept measure.

4. By May 30, 1975, the selected students will show an improvement in their

attitude toward. reading as measured by pre-post test results of a reading, attitude

inventory'.

5. By May 30, 1975, attendant atterns for'the selected children will improve

during the present school year when compared to the rior school year.

In addition to the alibve objectives it vos hoped that the Parent'Advisory

Co,docil (PAC)or parents whO had students participating in the Reading Resource

Centers would have a positive reaction to the Reading Resource Centers as measured

by a project developed survey instrument.

Definition of Terms

READING RESOURCE CENTERS: This is the name given the five instructional units

formed to provide remedial reading instruction in the Glendale Elementary District.

These Reading Centers are classrooms equipped and staffed for the teaching of reading.

EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN: These are the children from low income families

scoring in the 4th stanine or below on selected subtests of the Stanford Achievement

Tests. These children are capable of benefitting from instruction and were recommended

by their classroom teachers.

7



3.

Section II

Program Description

In pursuing the objectives established for this project year, standardized

tests were administered, responses to an attitude inventory were collected, and

prior and preseht year attendance figures were collected. In addition, parents'

reactions .to the ,project were sought. The data collected were vialyzed in an

effort to evaluate the effectiveness of the project.

Selection of Subjects

Students selected to attend the Reading Resource Centers were selected by

means of several criteria.

Scores were used from a district-wide achievement test given in the spring

of 1974. The test.used was the Stanford Achievement Test.

All students participating in the Reading Resource Centers had to score in

the fourth stanine or below on selected subtests of the test, and be recomiended

by their classroom teacher:

To qualify fot .the program, each' of the target ffudents had to have. his/her

parent's permission to .participate. .Thfs was in an attempt to involve parents in

motivating the children whowoald participate in the. Centers. An attempt was also

made to exclude studIts ith disabilities and to deal with those children who were

underachievers capable of increasing their reading achievement.

The Reading Resource Center reading specialists played a significant role in

the screening and selection of participants during this third year of operation.

A total of 161 children participated in the project. This number included

7 first grade repeaters (4.3%), 73 second graders (45.3%), 56 third graders (34.8%),

and 17 fourth graders (10.6%). A total of 8 of these program participants (5.0%)

were non-public school "students.

8



4.

The ethnic background of the participants was primarily Spanish surname

(62.9%). However, 34.7% of the participants were white, 1.2% was black, and

1.2% were other (oriental and Indian).

4dentifyirig Disadvantaged Children

Based' UPon the most recent data of the U.S. census bureau (1970), numbers

receivfng aid for dependent children, and number of foster children, approximately

920 children from low income families were identified. The three schools wifh'the

highest percentage (over the district average of 12.20%) were selected as target

schools for this ESEA Title I project.

The three schools selected With the highest concentration of children from

low-income families were the Harold W. Smith Schopl, Isaac E. Imes School, and.

the Unit I School.

Using the criteria previously described, 263 educationally depived children

in the second, third, and fourth grade's, were selected from the three target

schools. A total of 161 children participated in the project.

, Reading Resource Centers

Centers were set up as separate but cooperating units with one teacher and

one or more educational assistants in each unit. Children attended the center

one hour each day in groups of ten or less.

Each teacher had four instructional hours a day, and all instruction was

done on an individual basis or in small'groups.

Educational'Developmental Laboratories (EDL), materials "Listen, Look, and

Learn," were used as the central core for the program. Along with this program,

use was made of the controlled reader, the look and write program, Tach-x recognition

training, the Aud-x for word and skills introduction, and individual and small group

reading. Reading Resource Center staff supplemented the EDL program to meet student

9
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needs recognized from previous experiences.
ti

The EDL program was selected to serve as the core of instruction because:

A core-system had been found to be advantageous, EDL is adaptable to many different

ages and reading needs, EDL could provide individualization in the program, and this

prograM was totally different from the program used in the regular classroom.

The Reading Resource Centers were setup to deal with a child over a period of

one 'year or 'pore with stress placed upon the idea of success each day for the child.

The Reading Resource Centers' program was under the direction of one admini-

strative'director, with five reading specialists and seven educational assistants
4

manning the centers. Although each af the five units used the same basic materials,

each reflected the personalities of the individuals working there. Widespread use

.of positive reinforcement was noticeable in each of the five centers.

Reading Achievement Measurement anAnalysis

Two different instruments were used to measure reading achievement. Both the

Slosson Oral Reading Test (SORT) and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests were ad-

ministered as pre and post test measures.

% °The.SORT is a relatively short test designed specifically,and totally for

reading. It is individually administered. Three indicators of,reading achievement

are provided by this test; instructional level, independent leVel, and frustration

r's

level. For purposes of this project only the instructional level (a grade equivalent)

was used for evaluation.

The SORT was administered in September, 1974 as--a_pre test to the target children

only. It was a ain administered in May, 1975 to the-target children as a post test.

The Wo9dcock eading Mastery Tests were administered as a pre test in September,'

1974 and were administered again as a post test in May, 1975. Subtest scores for

reading: letter identification, word identification, word attack, word comprehension,

10
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paragraph comprehension, and total reading were recorded and utilized in()he final

analysis.

For,the Slosson Oral Reading Test,analysis was limited to calculated: mean

median, range, and gains. Percentages and frequencies within reading gain classi-

ficatthn's for individual grade levels were also calculated and analyzed relative

to established objectives.

In an attellpt to further evaluate the effectiveness of the Reading Resource

Centers, the actual post test Reading achievement scores of the students partici-

pating in the Reading Resource Centers were compared with an anticipated post test

core based up the child's normal growth pattern. This was done for each of the

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests.

ActUal pot test scores for the target students were compared to the anticipated

Post test scores by means of correlated "t tests" to determine if there was any

significant difference. All statistical tests were evaluated at the .05 level of

significance.'

Self-Concept Measurement And Analysis

A new self-concept inventory was selected for this year's project. The in

ventory, entitled Tel Actors-Primary Level, was administered in eptember,

1974 as a pre test and again in May, 1975 as a post test (see Appendix E).

,
This inventoo asks the respondent to consider television roles which 4e would

be willing to play 111 a fictitious television show. Eighteen items are presented,

some of which would be generally considered aversive, for example, a "dirty-faced

child." The respondent's score is computed simply by deteri1ning the number of

roles he would be willing to play.
t

This inventory is based upon the assumption that an individual who possesses

a positive self concept will be willing-to project himself into a wider variety of

roles than one who has a less strong self concept. One who is secure in aspects of
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his opwn identity can play make-believe role without threat.

Since this-was a new instrument, to criterionrwas established as to a desirable

score on the 13 item instrument.' It was the purpose of this instrument to determine

if the participants' self concept increased significantly from pre test to post test.

Data was analyzed by means of a correlated t-test (p5.05).

Reading Attitude Measurement And Analysis

A reading attitude inventory was administered as a pre test and post test to

determine the'ability of the Reading Resource Centers to alter the target children's

attitude toward reading (see Appendix C).

The attitude inventbry utilized, subjected to extensive research the previous

summer, consisted of twenty statements related to reading. To add uniformity to the

test administration, the test, was administered by means of a cassette tape to students

individually or to groups of students which did not exceed five (5).

Students responded_td each of the twenty statements on the inventbry by circling

yes, maybe', or no. A rating scale 'ranging from 1 -(no) to.3 (yes) was selected to

designate attitudes as positive or negative. A score from 1 to 1.G7 represented a

negative attitude, a score from 1.675 to 2.34 represented an uncertain or neutral

attitude, and a score between 2.345 and 3.00 represented a positive attitude-.

Means, medians and ranges were calculated for,pre and post tests. Also, mean"

gain from pre to post testielAs determined. Mean attitude scores on pre and post tests

were,utilized for evaluation relative to the'established objective. A correlated t-test

was used to compare pre and post test, means (p <.05).

Attendance Measurement and Analysis
3

Attendance patterns'of children participating in the Reading Resource Centers was

',
examined for the prior school year and the present 'school year in an effort to determine

if attendance patterns changed for these khildren.
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The total posSible days Of attendance for each schoql year was 176 days': The

number of days a child attended each year was recordedjor each child in the tdrgee.

group. *.

,

Means, medians, and-ranges for days attended during the 1973-74 and 1974-75

school years were calculated as well as the mean bain/losi in days attended. Them

average number of days attended during these two 'shcool years was utilized for
as,

sevaluation of, the established objective. A corPelated t-test was utilized to

.

compare attendanOe patterns during the two school years4(p.05).

Parental ,Reattion to Reading Resource Centers.

Measurement and Analysis (RAC).

Ap.eighteen item (18) survey instrument was developed,by the project evaluator
.

to soliOtriparental reactions to the Reading Resource Centers (See Appendix D),,,

Parental involvement in eyaluation was solicited by means-of tfle Pdrent Advisory

Council (PAC).

Responses to the eighteen items on the survey instrument were tabulated..

Frequencies of responses within classifications (e.g.- Yes No, Uncertain) were

recorded as well as' percentages. Percebtages of responses.(e.g. Yes) were utilized

for evaluation relative to the established objective.

4

13
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Section III

Results
.... It

Various instruments were used and data collected inan effort to obtain Meaning-

ful intormatiOn regarding the effectiveness' and impact of the Title I Project -

-9.

VA.

Re4ding Resource Centers. Used in this evaluation were

Slosson 01.141 Reading Test.

Woodcock Reading,Mastery Testa

a. Letteh Identification

b. Word Identification

c. Word Attack

d. Word Comprehension

e. Paragraph Comprehension

f. Total Reading

Self Concet Tett

Reading Attitude Inventory

Attendance Records (Pevious and Present Years)

PAC Evaluation (Parental)

Slosson Oral Reading Test:

Analysis of the results of the SORT indicate,s the project was successful in

exceeding objective 1 which stated:

objective 1: By May 30:1975, eighty percent of the

selected children will make an eight month or more

gain in reading grade placement as measured by pre-

post test resUltsiof the SORT.

The average gain (9/74-5/75) in reading achievement for the total group of

161..p4rticipants for whom pre and post tests were available, was 1 year 7 months

(1.7). Eight (8) students form Our Lady of Perpetual Help realized an average

14



gain of 1 year 5 months. First grader repeaters. (7), of the remaining (153) Glendale

Elementary District students, realized an average gain of 1 year 7 months; second

graders (73) realized an average of 1 year 8 months; third graders (56), 1 year 6

onths; and fourth graders.(17), 1 year 6 months.

9

A'sizeable percentage (89.4%) of the, project participants made'a 9 month or more

in in reading grade level placement, and 91.9% made ,an 8 month gain in reading grade

level placement.

A tota1\6t 149 participants averaged 1 month or more gain in Reading/Achievement

for each month spent in the Reading Resource Centers. The figure represents 92.5% of

the p rticipants. A total of 86 participants or 53.4% averaged 2 months or more gain

in reading achievements for each month spent in the Centers.

A ore detailed break-down of students' aiverage monthly gain per month in the

project )may be found in appendix A.

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests:

Results of the Wood;ock Reading Mastery*Tests indicates the project was success-

ful in exceeding objective 2 which stated:

objective 2: By May 30, 1975, eighty percent.

of the selectO children will show at least a

moderate improvement (.9 month gain) in "total

I
reading" as measured by'pre-pot test results

of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests.

The adoption of the individually Administered Woodcock Mastery Tests provides

.additional informatton form the, previous two years. The Woodcock Tests provide in-
,

formation for evaluation in the areas of letter identification, word identification,

word attack, word 'comprehension, paragraph comprehension and total reading.

Data analysis relative to those skills indicated above yielded the following

-15



results:

dro Letter identification - Average gain was 2 years 5 months

WOrd identification - Average gain was 8 months

Word attack - Average gain was 1 year 5 months

comprehension=prehension - Average Cain was 9 months

Pareph comprehension - Average gain was 9 months

Total reading - Average gain was 1 year

s
,Eilt (8) students from OLPH realizecran average gain of 1:year 1 month on

Total reading. First grade repeaters, of the. remaining Glendale Elementary

District students, realized an average gain'of .9 months on Total' reading; second

graders, .9 month; third graders, 1 year; and fourth graders, 1 year 1 month.

A sizable percentage {82.0%) of the project participants (132) realized a

gain of .9 month on total reading. achievement for each month spent in the Reading

Centers. A total of 122 participants or 75.8% made one (1) month gain for each

°srm nth spent in the Reading Centers.

A-more detailed break-down of studpnt's average monthly gain per month in the

project may be found in appendix B.

A"somewhat different procedure was utilized this year in an effort to estimate

the impact of the Reading Resource Centers on the achievement levels in those reading

skill areas previously discussed. An anticipated- post test score was calculated for

each project participant. This anticipated post test score was based upon the child's

normal growth pattern. For example, a student who is in the first month of _third grade

who pretests at 1.8 grade level (grade equivalent) has really shown a growth of 8

months.(most standardized tests start at 1.0) durtng his two years of school. Thus,

he has shown a growth pattern of .4 month growth for each month in school while under

the regular classroom program. Since this student would be exposed to the Reading

Resodrce Center reading program for an 8 month period (Sept - May), we would expect

16



12.

him to show a normal growth pattern of 3.2 months (8 x .4 months). Thus, we

would expect his .post test performance under a normal growth pattern to be 3 months

"above the pre test perfOr6nce Level or at 2.1 (1:8 + .3). This represents a pre-

kdicted or anticipated post test score. The analysis performed was designed to answer

the question, "Did the Reading Resource Center reading program, produce a significantly

1

different post test performance level than we.might hale expected under a normal groWth

pattern?" Also, "To What extent?"

In the areas of letter identification, word identification, word attack, word

comprehension, paragraph comprehension, and total reading (all areas tested), the

'Reading Resource Center reading program produced results significantly better than we

might have expected with a normal growth pattern.

The-differences between the Reading Resource Center program impact and the normal

growth pattern for these children was as follows:

Letter identification 1 year 8 months

Word identification - 4 months

Word attack 1 year 1 month

Word comprehension - 6 months

Paragraph comprehension - 5 months

Total reading - 6 months

These differences between the group predictedpost test mean and the group actual

post test mean was tested for significance with a correlated t-test (p1.05).

The results of the analysis procedures outlined above are presented in Table I

on next page:
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ACTUAL t1:0 MUICTED POST TEST ruJ; CUi!ARISONS

FOR THT: 1:00DCOCK PEADIZ ::ASTUY TESTS

FOR TITLE I sTuDE:ns Mr. cmnIE

ELMENIARY SC ;: 3L DISTMCT (N = 161)

13:

TEST

4

POSIT:ST rm,
(19EDICTLD)

STA*4-,U0

DEVIATIO::

_

POSTT:SI EZA:1

(ACTUAL)

SInDaD
DEVIATIOii

,

T - RATIO'

,

LETTER IDENTIFICATIU 3.3 1.8 5.1 .1 3.9 G.270 **

RD ICENTIFIC:J 10:: 2.4
*

.6 2.8 .8 C.11.5**

VORD LTTUR ; 3 .8 3.4 1.9 8.555**

t:ORD COnEl!ENS10:1 2.1 .7 2.7 .8 ' 11.089**

PARAGRAPH CC:22ECENS10:: 2.4 .7 2.9 .8 10.077**

TOTAL READM 2.4 .7 3.0 .8 15.234**

.0-

* T - RATIO PEWIRE0 AT .05 Lffil 1:1TH 1GOdf = 1.950

4 ** T RECUP(:EL) /.T .01 LEVEL,PITB 160df = 2.576

In all cases the Title 1 intervention produced results significantly better than

we might have ex;:ected with a normal growth pattern. These differences were significant

beyond the .01 level of siviificoce.

Self Ct r,rcrt Test,ft

Analysis of the *results of the Television Actors self concept inventory indicates

40 the project was successful in reaching objective 3 which stated:

objective 3f By May 30, 1975, the selected students will

Show an iNprovement in their attitude toward reading as

measured by pre - {post test rcsultsi5f a self concept

reasurc.

18
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.A new self concept test was adopted this year. It was felt the test adapted

was more appropriate for these children and more sensitive to the measurement of

self concept than previously used instruments. There was no criterion established

as to a desirable score on the 18 iten instrument. It was the purpose ofthe

instrument to de ermine if the participants' self concept increased significantly

from pre test to post test.

Statistical analysis of the test results indicated that Op pre test mean was

9.5 and the post test mean was 11.0. This difference was found to be statistically

significant beyond the .01 level (t = 4.704).

Reading Attitude Inventory

A sizeab19. percentage (68.9%) of the participants realized a gain in attitude,

toward reading between pre and post testing. Only 16.8% decreased and 14.3% remained

unchanged In reading attitude'betAen pre and post testing. These figures'and results

of the correlatedt-test analysis indicate that the proje6t was successful in reaching

objective 4. which stated:

J0 objective 4: By May 30, 1975, the selected

students will show an improvement in their

attitude toward reading as measured by pre-

post test results of a reading attitude in-

ventory..

'In September 1974, the participant's attitude toward reading was found to be

uncertain or neutral (2.23). Their attitude at time of post testing (5/75) was

found to be positiVe (2.45), with a gain realized since the pretest.

Statistical analysis of the attitude test results'indicated the difference

between the pre test and post test was significant beyond the .01 level of

significance (t = 7.732).

19
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Attendance Records:

Analysis of the .atfendance records for participants for.the, school years 1973-74

and 1974-75 indicates the project was successful in reaching objective 5 which stated:

objective 5: By May 30, 1975, attendance patterns

for the selected children will improve during the

present school year when compared to the prior

-school year.

To be included in the evaluation of attendance.patternt a student must have

attended the total years 1973-74 and 1974-75. There was 148 participants who ful-

filled this criterion.

The mean flumber of days attended by project, participants during the 1973-74 ocl

year was 160.9'days. The mean number of days attended by these 148 project participants

during the 1975-75 school year was 168.1 days. The average gain in days attended be-

tweenl:ast year (1973-74) and this year (1974-75) was 7.2 days.j'

Statistical analysis of the 1973-71 and 1974-75 attendance results indicated that

mean number of -days attended by project participants during the 1974-75 school year

was significantly improved over the 1973-74 school year (p <.ol - t = 6.280).

In addition to the above objectives data was collected from Parent Advisory

Council (PAC) members and parents who had students participating in the Reading Resoufte

Centers in an effort to assess their reactions to the Reading Resource Centers.

Parent Advisory Council ,Evaluation (PAC)

A total of twenty (20) parents visited the Reading Resource Centers to observe the

activities of the, centers and to assist in evaluating,these centers. This number of

parental responses (20), represents a marked increase over the number of parents who

visited the centers to observe and assist us in evaluation the previous year.

A total bf fourteen of those parents observing in the-centers (70%) observed in

centers attended by their children. 54, (6) observed in centers (30%) which their

Children did not attend.

20
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All of those parents (100%) completing the evaluation instrument indicated that

they felt the Reading Resource Center program was a beneficial program which is ful-

. 4

filling basic reading needs of children, and should be used to benefit more children:

The overall indicationsof the responses to the Parent Evaluation Instrument was

that parents are pleased.:with what is happening in the centers and to their children

and would like to see the program continued and even extended.

A more detailed analysis of the PAC evaluation instrument may be found in

appendix D. A copy of the evaluation instrument. and cover letter may also be found

. in appendix D.

21



17.

Section IV

Conclusions and Recomtndations

Conclusions

In view of the results, the following conclusions are advanced:

1.. The Reading Resource Centers have been successful and contributed

towards the improvement pf oral reading grade level placement for

the target students as measured by the Slosson Oral Reading Test

(SORT).

.2. Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests Analyses suggest that the Reading Resource

Centers have had considerable impact upon target students' reading skills.

This impacis evident specifically in the 'areas of:

a. Letter identification

b. Word identification

c. Word attack

d. Word comprehension,

e. Paragraph comprehension

r.

4
f. ,Total reading

3. The Title I project contributed to a significant improvement in self concept

during the project year.

4. The Reading Resource Centers have contributed to the improvement of target

students' attitude toward reading.
R

5. Attendance patterns of target students have improved during this project

year, and the Title I project has contributed to this improved attendance

pattern.

6. Parents with children involved in the Reading Resource Center program are

pleased with the program and feel the program is a beneficial program which

is fulfilling basic reading needs of children, and should be used to benefit

more children.

22
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Recor.imendations

In view of the findings of this report, the following recommendations are

offered*

. It is recommended that thetReading Resource Center program be extended

to additional centers as eligibility is e%tablished. In this manner

more children will receive the behefits of the program.

2'. It is'recommended that the analysis procedure of comparing actual post

tespsults with anticipated post test results be continued during the

next project year.

. It is recommended that efforts exerted during this project year to in-

volve parents in program evaluation be continued during the next project

year.
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Students' Average Monthly Gain Per Month In The Project

Slosson Oral Reading Tess

(Reported iri Grade Equivalent Months or Fractions of Months)
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STUDENTS' AVERAGE MONTHLY GAIN PER MONTH IN THE P 'CT

WOODCOCK READING MASTERY TEST - TAL READING
(Rported In Grade Equivalent Mon hs

or Fractions of Months)
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Appendix C

READING ATTITUDE INVENTORY INSTRUCTIONS ON TAPE)

We are now ready to begin a reading game. All you have to do as answer the questions.

There is A Person there who Will stop the tape recorder if you have a problem. Be sure

3(0u understand each thing I say before I go on.

24.

This is a.reading game to find out hbw boys and girls feel about reading. So that you

really understand what is meant by feel, let's talk about another kind of feeling. Most

boys and girls like to watch"t.v.. Some programs you like better than others. How you

feel is your attitude.

I want you io'be very h nest and tell me how you redly feel about reading. -Don't answer

how you think your Mom Dad or someone else wants you to answer. I want you to tell me

ehow the statement make y u feel inside yourself.

Let's look at the Answer Sheet. There are three ways to mark the answers. You will have

to know what they mean, so listen carefully.

Mark "YES" if you agree with the statement.

Mark "NO" if you do not agree with the statement.

Mark "MAYBE" if you do not really know if you agree or if you dcrnot agree.
tp.

I will read each example two times. Do not mark

an answer until 'you have heard it both tides. Listen to Example A. I like to read.

I like to read. Mark an answer. How do you feel about that statement? If you like to reac.

4!)

books, you marked YES. If you do not like to read books, you marked NO. If you were unr

sure, whether you like to read books or do not liketo read books, you marked "MAYBE ".. Do

You understand?



25.

.Let's try another one. Listen to Example B. You learn more from t.v. than from
I1

reading books N'`' You Yearn more from t.v. than from reading books. Mark an answer.

If you think you learn more from t.v. than from reading books, you marked YES.- If

you pink you do not learn more from t.v. thgn from reading books, you marked NO.

If you were not sure whether reading is a better way to spend tine or watching t.v.

is a better way to spend time,.you marked MAYBE. Do you understand?

If you do not_understand to score the answers, the tester will °stop the tape and

explain again. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. It's just, how you feel

about it. We are ready to start.

read each statement two. times. Do not mark your answers until you have heard

it both times. Number 1----.

27



READING ATTITUDE TEST

Reading' is fun.

There is nothing to be learned from reading books.

Money spent oh books is wasted.

. Books are boring.

.
Reading is a good way to spend free time.

6. Sharing books is. a waste of time.

7. You should only read books if you want to make good grades.

8. 0<ng is important to me.

9. Books Are usually good enough to finish reading.

10. There should be more time forfree tine reading in school.

.
Reading is for learning but is not for fun.

. Reading is something I don't need. i

3. There are many books which I would like to read.

14. Most books are not interesting.

15. Reading is not a good way to spend free time.

16. You should spend sometime reading during your summer vacation.

17. You don't learn anything reading in your free time.

18. YoU should read books only in school.

19. Books make good presents or gifts.

20. Readtng,is,something I can use.

28
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PAC Cover Letter and Evaluation Instrument

PAC Evaluation Instrument Analysis
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District No. 40
GLENN F. BURTON, Superintendent

5730 West Myrtle Avenue -* Post Office 13ox*247
Glendale, Arizona 85301

Appendix D

Dezkr PAC .ember:

We sincerely welcome your p:articipation In the

Glendale Elementary'School District. Title I Project,

and thank you for taking time to aid, us in evr,11.1,,tg our

program and Reading Centers.

When you enter the Reading Centers we ask that you

observe carefully such things as: Number of adUlts working

with the children, number of children in the center, equipment

available and used in the center, activities chilciren are

engaged in and materials they use in'the center, children's

general atmosphere of the center.

At the conclusion of your visit to the center you will

receive a form to complete. The foria in designed for you to

record your observations and any comments you.may wish to make.

We have tried to develop the form you will receive with

our objectives in mind. You will observe.situations which

are not covered on the form. Please feel free to ask

questions of the adults you fitd working in the centcrs as

you are completing the form and to add your comments to

the form.

4 Please return the form in the envelopeprovidcdor ledve

the sealed envelope with the Reading Specialist in the

center who will mail it directly to the-evaluator.

Again, thank you for your assistance.

Dr..Stanley R. Wurster

External Evaluator

Arizona State University

30
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Appendix D 2.

Reading Resource Center

Title I Project

PAC Evaluation

Does your child attend Alit center? Yes No

The goal of our Reading Centbrs and Title I project is

to improve the reading performance for educationally dis-

advantaged children in grades two, three, and four. Our

ob6ectives are designed to attain this goal. Please record

your observations and reactions the best you can, and when

-necessary ask questions of the adult$ working in the enters.

1. how many adults did you find in the center working with

the children ? ,0 1 2 3 more than

3

Comrrnts:

2. Did :,ou find the children working in small groups on

different reading skills?, Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

3. 'Children in the Centers advance in their reading lessons at

their own speed. Do you feel that this is motivation and

beneficial to the children? Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

31



4.i Did you find tlit'a-;

readil

D

thechildyen woriled en their dilfervnl.

th:Lf th, ( wf!r(: u:.ing

an iflportant pa'7..)- in their 1e2,rni14; proref;f::' Yes

No . Uncertain

Co:wwnt:::

Do you feel the children were m(Aivated to vorl; on their
%

reading by the equip=nt found in the leading

Center? Yes

Comment:

No Uncertain

6. Did you find the children in the center receiving indi_vidual

attention from the adult:: in the center Ye.s No

Uncertain

Cc)!,,ments:

7. Did you find that the children were

while they were in the ccnter. Ye.
4

Uncert:..in 4
it

)nsy during the period

NO

4(8. Did you find the children using r:iaterials lich appeared

to be aiding the children in their rcadi n Yes

No Unci.tain

Comments:

32
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9. Did you find that the children enjoyed the various activities.

in which they were involved? Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

10. Did you find the atmosphere of the reading centers friendly,

warm, and generally pleasant for the children? Yes

No Uncertain

Comments:

-11. Did vpu find that the children appear to take pride in their

work and accomplishments in the Reading Center? Yes

No Unpertian

Comments:

31 .

12. Did you find that the child's success was constantly encouraged b,

by the adults in:the Reading Center? Yes

Uncertain'

Comments:

No

13. Did you find that the children were eager to ask for help

when they needed it? Yes

Comments:

No Uncertain

14. Did you .find that the adults in the center worked well with

the children? Yes

Comments:

33

No Uncertain
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15. i id ydu find that the children knew what their taskS were

and when necessary worked atthese tasks independently or

without being assisted by the adults in the center? Yes

No Uncertain

Comments:

32 .

16: Did the children appear to be anxious to come to the center

and somewhat reluctant to leave? Yes No Uncertain

Comments:

17. In general, do 'ou.feel that the proceedures and type of

student participation found in the Reading Center increases

and.strengthens student-teacher relationships? Yes

No Uncertain

Comments:

18. Would you give your overall reaction'to the Reading Center by

chbosing one of the,following:

(a) A beneficial program which is fulfilling basic reading needs
of children, and should be used to benefit more 'children.

(b) 'A beneficial program which is fulfilling basic reading needs
of children, but which should be restricted to a limited
number.of children with severe reading problems.

(c) A program with limited benefits to children in our district,
and in need of major revision.

(d) A program which offers little or no opportuniV for children
to improve their basic reading skills, and should be
abandoned.

(e) Other (Please comment)
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PARENT EVALUATION

A total of twenty (20) parents visited the Reading Resource Centers to
observe the activities of the centers and to assist in,evaluating these
Centers. This nur.ber of parents, twenty (20), .repres,mts a c.arked contrast

when compared -to the six parents who actually visited the Reading Resource
Centers to observe the activities of the centers and to assist us in evaluation
the previous year.

The overall indication of the responses to the Parent evaluation instrurent
was that these parents were pleased with what they SE happening in the canters
'and to their children. It was also indicated that ti y they sew happening
greatly enhances the possibility of the project reaching its objectives.

A total of fourteen (it) of these parents observing in the centers (701
were observing in centers which their children attenced. Six (G) observed in
centers (301 which their child did not attend.

Twelve (12) parents (601 reported that they found three adults in the
centers working with children. Seven (7) or 35:.: reported finding two (2)
adults and one (1) or 5 reported finding rom than three adults in the centers
working with the children.

All twenty (20) respondents (1001 reported that:

2. Chil-!reT. were werking in sr !ll group: on diff.,..,r.:nt

3. They felt the children working in their reading lesson's at their own
speed served.as rotivation and was beneficial to the children.

4. They found children using equipnent whichiplayed an ihportemt part in
their learning progress.

6. They found children receiving individual attention from the adults in
the center.

7. They found the C4i0dren were busy during the period they were an the
center.

C. They found children using raterials which appeared tc be aiding the
children in their reading skills.

9. Children enjoyed the various activities in which they were involved.

10. The atmosphere of the reading centers 4as friendly, warn, and generally
pleasant for the children.

3
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15. The children knew what their tusks were and whC necessary .:orked

at these tasks independently or without being assisted by the

adults in the center:

17. The procedures and.type of student participation found in the

Reading Center increases and strengthens student - teacher relation-

ships.

18. The Reading Resource Centers is a beneficial program which is. ful-

filling basic reading needs of children and should be used to benefit

more children.

A total of ninteen (19) respondents (?51 reported that:

11. Children appear to take pride in their work and accomplishrents in

the Reading Center.

12. ire child's success was constantly eocouraned by adults in the Reading

Center. (One parent failed to respond to this item).

13. The children were eager to ask for help wnen they needed it. (One

parent failed to respond to this item).

14. The adults in the center worked well with the children. (One parent

failed to respond to this iteri).

A total of eighteen (10) respondents (907) reported that they felt the

children were rotivated to work on their reading skills by using the equipment

found in the Reading Center. (Item !.-))

A4total of sixteen (16) respondents (Fl reported that the children

appeared to be anxious to core to the center and sor:ewhat reluctant to leave.

The remaining four (4) or 20f; were uncertain regarding this item. (Item elC)

Coments written on the evaluation inst/ueTnts reinforced the indiction

that parents were generally very pleased wilth the Reading Resource Center

progran and felt it should be continued and even extended.
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Television Actors
\..)

Primary Level

Self Corrtept Inventory

%

4
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TELEVISION ACTORS

DIRECTIONS (To be read aloud.) Let's ,pretend we are going to put

on a television show. If you will play the part I ask you, mark

"yes" on your answer sheet. If you will, not play the part I ask

you, mark "no" on your answer sheet. You may play as many parts as

you wish.

(Use practice items as needed for class to understand procedure.)

'i. Will you play the part'of a barnyard animal?
Vt.

2.. Will you play the part of a tree that talks?

J. Will you play the part of an angel?

4. Will you play the part .of Batman? (current is 6 Million Dollar Man).

5. Will you play the part of a cry baby?

6. Will you play the part of alonely child?

7. Will you play the part of the Pied Piper?

8. Will you play the part of a forest ranger?

9. Will you play the part of a mushroom?

JO. Will you play the part of a worm?

11. 4111 you play the part of an airplane pilot?

12. Will ydil play the part of a bunny?

13. Will you play the part of a fireman?

14. Will you play the part of a slow-poke?

15. Will you play the part of a baby?

16. Will you play the part of a policeman?

17. Will you play the part of a hurt child?

I. Will you play the pirt of a butterfly?
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